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Introduction
Why do evaluationsof developmentprogrammesin Africaproducesofewnewideas
onpovertyalleviationandsocietalchange?Why doevaluationsofdevelopmentinitia-
tivesin generalso oftengivetheimpressionof beingratherlimitedandtechnocratic
exercises?Why is thereoftenmuchmoreinformationon theorganizationswhichare
implementingdevelopmentactivitiesthanon theimpactof theseactivities?Perhaps
thisis dueto thewaydevelopmentinterventionsarebeingevaluated.In aneditorial
for theBroker(Bieckmann,2008,p. 3) abouttherecentlOB evaluationof theDutch
Africapolicybetween1998and2006,FransBieckmannhadthefollowingtosay:
'A differentkind of evaluationis needed,onethatincludesa muchmoreintegratedanaly-
sis of national and regional dynamics...Analytical toolsfor this haveyet to be devel-
oped...The picture that emergesis of a doctorwho treats thepatient'sbroken arm one
year, a badback thenext,and later maybea headinjury. Never thewholebody.Nor the
environmentin which thepatientbecameill. It is evenlesslikely thatthedoctorentertains
thepossibilitythathehimselfmighthavebeenthecauseof thepatient'srecuning physical
problems...Maybe next timethe'patients'themselveshouldbe allowedtojudge theirdoc-
tor's treatment?'
Mostdevelopment-orientedevaluationsareprogramme,projectandorganizationspe-
cific.Programmeorprojectevaluationsfocusonthedegreetowhichtheintervention's
outcomeshavebeenachieved(effectiveness)or on theefficiencyor sustainability of the
intervention'simplementation.Thestartingpointusuallylieswiththepoliciesbehind,
andtheobjectivesof, theinterventionsandwith theinterveningorganizationrather
thanwith thepovertyquestionsto whichtheinterventionsin a particulararearelate
or thewaytheseareperceivedbythetargetgroupsof theinterventions.Whatis often
lackingin evaluationsi attentiontoananalysisof thepovertysituation,includingits
underlyingcausesin thatparticulararea,theperceptionof thepopulationwithregard
to thispovertysituation,andthedegreetowhichtheaidinterventionsweredirected
at theremovalof theseperceivedcausesof poverty.In otherwords,therelevanceof
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theinterventionsforthealleviationofpovertyis hardlyaddresseduringevaluations,
with relevancebeingdefinedasthedegreeto whichtheinterventionsrespondto a
targetgroup'sneedsor developmentpriorities.The intervention'srelevanceis often
takenforgranted(ifonlyforpracticalreasons,asquickevaluationsarenotsuitablefor
a studyof thecontextof poverty).A consequenceof suchanevaluationapproachis
thatif evaluatorsseethatprogrammeorprojectoutcomesarenotbeingachieved,they
tendtoattributethistoweakimplementationcapabilitiesof theimplementingorgani-
zation,or to unrulycircumstancesor to thecharacteristicsof targetgroups(which
mayeasilyresultin victim blaming). Therefore,certainrecommendationsof evaluation
studiesareimplicitlybasedontheassumptionthatrealityin thefield'refuses'toadapt
topolicy.Policyitself,thepovertyandsocietalanalysisunderlyingpolicy(the'policy
theory'),thedesignof theprogrammesandprojects,areusuallykeptout of harm's
way.With therecentemphasison sector-wideapproaches,at theexpenseof 'inte-
gratedruraldevelopment',evaluationstendto becomeevenmorefocusedon top-
down,single-issueapproachesto development,drivenby central-levelministriesand
supportedbydonorswithdraWingfromfield-level'hands-on'experiences.
In thiscontributionwewill providetwoexamplesof a differentapproach,which
takesthepovertycontextasapointof departure,andfocuseson people'sownvalua-
tionandassessmentsofwhathasbeenhappeningin theirlivesandhowthatwasper-
ceivedto be causedby interventions/developmentinitiativesfromoutside.We will
alsoprovideafewillustrationsof thetypeof findings,butthefocusof thepaperis on
theapproach,theevaluationmethodology,with our aimbeingto inspireothersto
followsuitandtoprovokemoredebateonthesetypesofevaluationexperiments.The
perspectiveis bottom-up,basedon discussionsamongpresumedbeneficiariesof de-
velopmentinterventionsandof theirassessmentof socialchange(broadlydefined).
Theperspectiveis long-term,whichmeansa fewdecades.Theperspectiveis not on
singlesectorsor typesof interventions,buton allperceivedinterventionsin acertain
area,whichis smallenoughto maketheexercisesufficientlydetailed.Participatory
evaluationsarenothingnew.However,webelievethattheapproachesusedherepro-
videvaluableinsightsthatarea necessaryadditionto theparticipatoryapproaches,
whicheitherfailtobelong-termand/oractuallyholistic.We thereforeregardourap-
proachasbeinga'toppledperspective'.
Two area-specificevaluations
We will givetwoexamplesof evaluations,whichwereperformed,grossomodo,in the
above-mentionedmanner,althoughtheydifferconsiderablyandwerenot influenced
by eachother'sexperiences.Theytookplacebetween2000and2002in Kenyaand
Tanzaniarespectively.Bothregionsexperiencedthepresenceof large,relativelylong-
lasting,multi-sectorDutch-sponsoreddevelopmentprogrammes:theArid- andSemi-
Arid LandsDevelopmentProgrammes(ASAL, 1981-1999)in NorthwestKenyaand
theDistrictDevelopmentProgrammes(1987-2002)in Tanzania.Theyformedpartof
oneof thekeycomponentsof DutchdevelopmentassistancetoAfricaduringthatpe-
riod, the integratedrural developmentprogrammes(seeSterkenburgandVan der
Wiel, 1999)whichstoppedrathersuddenlyafter2000(seelOB, 2008;particularly
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chapter9 aboutruraldevelopment,pp.257-292- in Dutch).Bothexperienceswill be
described,andsomecomparisonofmeritsanddemeritswill beadded.
NorthwestKenya
TheWestPokotDistrictin NorthwestKenyawasconsidereda typicallyvulnerable
areaduringthelast20yearsof thelastcentury.Peoplehadto copewithoccasional
droughts,resultingin poorgrazing,livestocklosses,crop failureandhunger.Live-
stockdiseasesunderminedlivelihoodsecurity.Humandiseasepidemicsresultedin
deathsandhighhealthcosts.Raidsby neighbouringpastoralists,andcounter-raids,
resultedin thelossof bothhumanlifeandlivestock,thedestructionof propertyand
restrictionsin movement(affectinggrazingnegatively).Army activitiesresultedin
humandeaths,livestockconfiscationandslaughterandageneralfeelingof insecurity.
Povertyis nowwidespread,andthisis expressedin termsof deterioratinglivestock
numbersper capita,andoccasionalfaminesdueto livestockdeaths,harvestfailure
andviolence.ManyPokotalsoexpressfeelingsof despairasaresultof thefeelingthat
theycouldnolongerlivetheirlivesastheywantto.
A largenumberof agenciespromoting'development'(andChristianisation)have
beenactivein theWestPokotareasinceabout1979.A lotofprojectstartedasdisas-
ter aid, duringandaftera devastatingcrisisperiodin theareabetween1979and
1981.TheKenyanProvincialAdministrationgovernsthearea,with 'divisions'headed
byaDistrictOfficerresponsibleforthecoordinationof theactionsof thevarious'line
ministries'in thearea.However,thesedepartmentsgenerallysufferedfroma lackof
developmentfundsandtheircivilservants(mostofwhomoriginatefromelsewherein
thecountry)hadtocopewithsmallsalariesandrapidlydecreasingpurchasingpower,
which negativelyaffectedtheir performance.A lot of multilateraland non-
governmentalgenciesoperatedin thearea.TheseincludedtheRedCross,theWorld
Food Programme,UNICEF, the NetherlandsDevelopmentOrganizationSNV, two
Dutch-sponsoredHarambeeFoundations(onefocusingon healthandoneonwater),
ChristianChildren'sFund, World Vision,and morethanten churchesof various
dominations.The biggestdevelopmentprogrammein theareawastheASAL Pro-
gramme(theArid andSemi-AridLandsProgramme)forWestPokot.Thiswasacol-
laborativeactivitybetweentheKenyanstateandtheDutchdevelopmentagency;al-
thoughalmostall thefundscamefromtheNetherlands.Mostof itsactivitieswerere-
latedto agriculture,livestock/veterinaryhealth,forestry,andenvironment,education,
water,socialservicesandpublicworks/roads.It operatedmostlythroughtheDistrict
DevelopmentCommittee(DDC),anamalgamationofcivilservants(mostof themnot
fromtheDistrict)andchurch/NGOrepresentatives,althoughit wasnotlinkedto the
LocalCouncil.Hence,mostof thepeopleinvolvedin theDDCwerenon-electednon-
Pokot(whilethemajorityof theLocalCouncilconsistedof electedPokotcouncillors
who neverthelesshadverylimitedpowers).As a consequence,'government'wasre-
gardedasa 'foreignbody',andsomePokotevenregardedthecivil serviceaspartof
'theenemy'.Pokotoftenbalancemistrust('theyjust wantto exploitor humiliateus'
and'theyarejust thereto fill theirpockets')with highexpectations('afterall those
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-::~,-::":'=::cglectwe deserveprogress'and 'thegovernmentshould at lastgiveus a, b,
The University of Amsterdamoriginally played the role of 'backstopper'for the
_-\SALprogramme.In a laterphase,aftertheclosureof theASAL programmein 2000,
theUniversityof Amsterdamand Moi University'sSchool of EnvironmentalStudiesin
Eldoret undertook a self-fundedex-postimpactstudy (200I, 2002). One of their re-
search activitiesinvolved the organisationof three participatoryimpact evaluation
workshops,being an assessmentof twentyyearsof 'change'and of the impact of de-
velopmentinterventions.All the researchperformedwas relatedto the core question
of whether those interventionsindeed diminish the vulnerability of the inhabitants
accordingto their own judgements.'The workshopsin questionwerepart of a mixed
methodsapproachdesignedto allow a judgementto be madeof developmentsfrom
multiple perspectives(it included questionnaires,documentanalysis,key person in-
terviewsand theanalysisof newspapers).In this paperwe focuson theexperiencesof
the participatoryevaluationworkshops,as thesecanbe regardedas themost innova-
tive of the various researchmethods.The total result of the long-termstudy will be
publishedin a book to be publishedin 20093
NorthernTanzania
Mbulu in northern Tanzaniais a districtwith a high level of povertydue to low in-
comesand deficientsocialservices.An estimated40-50% of thepopulationis poor in
an absolutesense,i.e. earningless than a minimum to satisfybasicneeds.There are
periodic faminesand themajorityof peopleexpresspovertyin termsof food shortages
and deterioratingsocial relations.They relateincreasingpovertyto the government's
neglectof agro-supportservicesand the weak performanceof the district administra-
tion. There seemsto be a deadlockbetweengovernmentand citizens,and between
leadersand ordinary people about the strategyfor developmentand poverty reduc-
tion.
The biggest developmentprogramme in the area has been the Dutch-funded
Mbulu District Rural DevelopmentProject (MDRDP), one of 14 district development
programmessupported by the Dutch in Tanzania since the early 1980s. The pro-
gramme'smain interventionswere in income generation(agriculturaland livestock
extension,protectionof natural resources,credit, road rehabilitation),health,educa-
tion, building capacityof the administration,communityparticipationand land use
planning.The RomanCatholicChurch wasalsoactivein Mbulu, aswell asa scattering
of small evangelicalgroups.Comparedto West Pokot in Kenya the 'developmentac-
tivities'of thechurcheswereratherlimited and therewerehardly anynon-faith-based
NGOs activein thearea.
The Policy and OperationsEvaluationDepartment(lOB) of the Dutch Ministry of
ForeignAffairs carriedout an evaluationof changestakingplacein northernTanzania
basedon population viewpoints.The aim was to examinethe extentto which inter-
ventionshad addressedthe basiccausesof povertyas perceivedby the local popula-
tion. In addition, the study examinedthe extentto which the interventionswere in
line with the dynamicsof changein theserural areas,and theprioritiesof thepopula-
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tion,withthesebeingconsideredasanindicationof therelevanceandpotentialeffec-
tivenessof theaid programmein reducingpovertyandimprovingthepopulation's
livingconditions.The fieldstudy,whichcoveredthedistrictsof MbuluandSongea,
wascoordinatedby MDF (SjoerdZanenandJacolinePlomp)andcarriedoutby the
Universityof Dar-es-Salam(Chachaget alt We focushereon theMbulu experi-
ences.
Methodology
For the evaluationsof the 'vulnerability'situationin WestPokotand the 'poverty'
situationin Mbuludifferentmethodologieswereused(ddocumentscited).
WestPahat
Themostimportantresearchactivitywastheorganisationof threeparticipatoryim-
pactevaluationworkshops,coveringfiveofthesevenadministrativedivisionsin West
PokotDistrict'-Theresearchersfacilitateda local-levelassessmentof twentyyearsof
'change',of interventions,andof theimpactof interventions.Two workshopstook
placein 2001(thosein NasukutaandKodich)andonein 2002(theworkshopin Ki-
wawa).Eachworkshoplastedthreedaysandtheparticipantsateachof thesework-
shopswerebetween30 and50 localleaders,thatis electedcouncillors,appointed
chiefsandassistantchiefs,localchurchleaders,womengroupleadersandteachers.
Somecivil servantsalsoparticipated.Theywereassistedby theWestPokotResearch
team,whichhadcarriedout a thoroughdocumentanalysisbeforethenandwhich
had,in onewayoranother,alreadybeenpartof twentyyearsofsocio-economic,geo-
graphicalandculturalresearchin thearea.
Theworkshopprogrammeconsistedof thefollowingactivities.Peoplewereasked
(andassisted)towritepersonallifehistories,withspecialattentionforwhatis locally
regardedasthemajordisasterperiod0979-81).Therewasajoint reconstructionof
thehistorysince1979,focusingonthe'problemyears',andalsoajoint reconstruction
of all developmentprojectsin thearea,by all relevantagencies,andin all 'sectors'.
Thiswas followedby a majordiscussionof povertyandthechangesin 'capabilities'
between1980and2002,differentiatingbetweenatural,physical,human,economic,
cultural,andsocio-politicalcapabilities,on thebasisof anamendedversionof Beb-
bington(1999).All thisculminatedin anassessmentof theimpactof eachof thepro-
jectsandactivitieson eachof thesixgroupsof 'capabilities',andon theirimportance
forpovertyalleviation.In addition,theparticipantsof sub-areaswereaskedto grade
all projectsper areaandto selecttheten'best'andtheten'worst'projects.In the
workshopin thethirdresearchareathiswasdonepersubgroupof menandwomen.
Finally,therewasa concludingdiscussionof thedevelopmentprospectsof thearea
andthisfrequentlyturnedintoadebateon thevirtuesandvicesof 'donor-supported
developmentinitiatives'.
In theanalysisof thiswealthof data,all thedevelopmentinterventionswerelisted
accordingto fourmajortypesof actorsl'donors':0) the'government',(2) the'ASAL
programme',(3)churchesandtheirdevelopmentagencies,andfinally(4)non-church
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NGOs.Althoughcentralandlocalgovernmentagencieswerepresentwithavarietyof
civilservants'ontheground'for 'normalgovernmentduties',theywerelistedonlyif
theworkshopparticipantsregardedtheseactivitiesas'developmentinitiatives'.Often,
thosegovernmentdevelopmentactivitieshadbeenfundedby a foreigndonoragency
(e.g.SIDA, or theWorld Bank).The ASAL programmewas treatedas a separate
agency(evenif it wasformallypartof 'thegovernment')becauseof itssheersize,and
people'sperceptionof 'ASAL'asmoreofanNGO thanagovernmentbody.
Mbu/u
A numberof studieswereundertakenaspartof theevaluationandtheseincludeda
thoroughhistoricalsocio-economicstudyanda studyof all projectdocumentsand
policyfiles.A fieldstudyby a teamof Tanzanianresearcherswascarriedoutin four
carefullyselectedvillagesin Mbuluandtogethertheygenerateda balancedoverview
of thevariousecologicalandsocio-economiccircumstancesin theresearcharea.The
teamconductedstructuredandunstructuredinterviewsin theseselectedvillages,with
separateinterviewsformenandwomenandfor farmersand'officials'.Theteamalso
organisedfocusgroupdiscussionswith differentpopulationcategories.Finally,the
teaminterviewedkeyinformantsin thedistrictcentresuchaspoliticians,business-
men,officialsof governmentagencies,staffof the MDRDP and representativesof
churchesandsomeNGOs.Moreover,torecordtheperceptionsof thevariousgroups
amongthe local populationregardingtheir own situation,videorecordingswere
made.Approximately200peoplewereinterviewedasindividuals,asrepresentatives
of organisationsor asa groupin elevenvillagesin Mbulu District.Thevideoteam
conductedstructuredandunstructuredinterviews,andpeoplewerealsoaskedto re-
spondto videorecordings.The videoteamalsoorganisedgroupdiscussionswith
variouspopulationcategories.This methodologyimpliedthatperceptionswereob-
tainedthroughbothvideorecordings/analysisandafieldstudyapplyingvarioustypes
of interviews.Subsequently,theperceptionsof all stakeholderswerecomparedwith
othersourcesof information,suchasstatistics,andpolicy,progressandevaluation
reports.
Answersweresoughtothreespecificquestions.Whichprocessescanbeidentified
in theruralareasthatinfluencedchangesin thelivingconditionsanddegreeof pov-
ertyof differentsegmentsof thepopulation(ajoint analysisconcerningthelasttwo
generations)7Whatwerethemaincharacteristicsof governmentpolicyin Tanzania
with regardto povertyreductionandto whatextentwasthispolicyin linewith the
processesof changein ruralareasandthepeople'sperceptionsof poverty(amixed
analysisof documentsand stakeholderinterviewsin Mbulu)?Moreover,how has
Dutchdevelopmentco-operationhelpedtoreducepoverty,andhowcantheactivities
in questionbeeva,luatedin relationto thepovertysituationandtheperceptionof the
population(amulti-methodsharingof opinionsby bothindividualaswellasgroup
interrogation)?
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Outcomes of the evaluations
West Pokot6
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Theyear1979wastakenasanobviousstartingpoint:it wasthebeginningofaperiod
of disasters,whichseriouslyunderminedtheeconomicindependenceof themainly
pastoralPokotin theresearcharea.Before1979theareawasa remotebackwaterof
Kenya,for a longtimeevena 'closeddistrict',andpartlyadministeredby Uganda,
whichutterlyneglectedit. 1979wasalsowidelyregardedasa turningpointbecause
suddenlya lotof outsideagenciescameto thearea,mostlytoprovidedisastermitiga-
tionsupport.
Duringtheworkshopsa detailedchronologyof eventsbetween1979and2002
wasdrawnup.Theeventsrecordedincludedcattleraids,epidemichumanandcattle
diseases,theactivitiesof variousgovernment,churchandNGO agencies,militaryac-
tion,politicalevents,famine,foodrelief,droughtsandfloods,deathof a leader,etc.
Next,theperceptionsof positiveandnegativechangesin thelivingconditionsin the
areaduringthelasttwentyyearswererecorded.Theanswerswerearrangedaccording
tosixso-calledcapabilitydomains(natural,physical,economic/financial,human,cul-
turalandsocial/political).Positiveaswellasnegativeperceptionswerenotedforeach
of thesedomains.For instance,theexampleof thefindingsin two 'domains'in the
Kiwawaworkshopshowsthetensionsof changeasperceivedby thePokotrespon-
dentsin thisarea.In theeconomic/financialdomaintheperceivedpositivechanges
wereformulatedasbeing:
'More businesses.Someincomethroughthesaleof miraa and theminingofgoldand ruby.
Interactionwith othercommunitiesoutsidethearea. More organisationsand donorshave
cometo assistthepeople.Money is nowaccepted.PeopleJeel superiorwhentheyhaveit. It
improvesone'sliving standard,and it can raise one'sstatus.More (exchangesoj) com-
moditiesimprovedthedevelopmentof thearea'.
Whilethenegativeassessmentwas:
Low employmentand lack of job opportunities.Poor productionof both livestockand
crops.Inflation of pricesoj commodities.No creditfacilitiesfor businessmenand women
available.Money can easilybestolen.Money createspovertyand envy.Civil servantswho
are employedfar Jrom homecan easily divorce.Spread oj diseasesand use of drugsby
youth.Loansmaylead tostress.
In thesocialandpoliticaldomainpeoplehada positiveassessmentof thefollowing
aspects:
This communitycountson themulti-partysystemJor positivechanges.More Pokotbecame
national leaders.More local peopleare now in local leadershippositions.More organisa-
tionsare activein thearea (womengroups,youthgroups).
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But thedownsideof thiswasthoughtto be:
Little has beendoneby theelectedleadersand thegovemment.The communityfeels ne-
glectedby theirelectedleadersbecauseof theirgreedand corruption.Thegovemmenthas
alsobeencorrupt. The electedleaderslivefar awayfrom thepeople.Nepotismand tribal-
ismareprevalent.
The pictureaboverevealsa strongambiguityin perceptions.On theonehand thepar-
ticipantstalk the 'languageof development',in which somechangesareperceivedto
be 'thefruits of modernity',like a monetaryeconomy,more democracyand morecivil
societyfreedom.However, the perceivedpositive changeremainswishful thinking to
someextent,while the economicand social consequencesof modernityappearquite
negativeaswell: money,but little wagelabour opportunities,rising prices,stressand
lack of creditfacilities;democracy,but greed,corruption,nepotismand tribalism....
During the workshop, peoplediscussedthe roles of the variousexternalagencies,
which were contributing to change.It becameclear that a lot of participantshad a
grudgeagainst'theGovernment'.This wasmainlydue to militaryoperationswhen the
Pokot were disarmedby force (1984-86).The governmentwas alsonegativelyassoci-
atedwith theway a hydro-electricityprojectwasbeingrealisedwithout compensation
for thosewho had lost land. People were much more positiveabout the many non-
governmentaland church agencieswhich areall involvedin 'developmentprojects'.
The variousjudgementsby the workshop participantsconcerna total of 839 dif-
ferent'projects'in thesefive administrativedivisions(and in tengeographicalresearch
areas)during the lasttwentyyears.Thesehavebeenidentifiedby theparticipants,and
arrangedper typeof donor. Church organisationshavebeenresponsiblefor mostpro-
jects (338.5), followed by the ASAL programme(198.5), the government(161) and
non-church NGOs (141). Table I gives the people'ssummarisedassessmentof all
thesedifferentprojects.
Table 1Categoriesof projectassessmentin WestPokot
Categoryof assessment
1 projectneverreallystarted,or projectwasnegligible
2 projectexisted,buthadno lastingimpact,'nothingtobeseenon theground'
3 projectis still on-going,no impactto beassessedyet
4 projectwasfinishedandhadanimpactperceivedaspositive
5 projectwasfinishedandhadanimpactperceivedasnegative
% of all projects
13
11
33
39
4
Where measuredseparately,men judged differentlyto women, and there were also
differencesof 08inion in the ten areasrepresentedduring the workshops. The out-
comescanbe summarizedasfollows.
Projectsby 'thegovemment'had a higherscorethan averageas regards'negligible',
a lower thanaveragescoreasregards'positiveimpact',and a remarkablyhigh scoreas
regards'negativeimpact'. Projects,which were part of the ASAL programme,had a
relativelyhigh scoreas regards'positiveimpact',but alsoa relativelyhigh scoreas re-
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gards'unsustainableimpact'.Projects,which had beenimplementedby themany
churches presentin thearea,hada relativelyhighscoreasregardspositiveimpact.
Non-churchNGOs hada remarkablyhighscoreasregards'negligibleprojects',buta
remarkablylowscoreasregards'negativeimpact'.Theseresultsareshownin Table2,
excludingtheon-goingprojects,forwhich'impact'couldnotyetbeestablished.
Table2:Assessmentper typeof donor
Categoryof assessment GovernmentASAL
1
negligible +
2
o lastingimpact +
4
p sitiveimpact
5
tivei t ++ Churches
+
Non-church
NGOs
+
++:morethantwicetheaverage;+ morethanaverage;- average(+/- 1); - lessthanaverage;n more
thanhalftheaverage
The impactof all projectscombinedwasconsideredhighestasregardsthe 'human
capability'(people'skills,knowledgelevel,health).Theperceivedimpactwaslesson
changesin thenaturalcapability(pastures,agriculture,watersupply),andoncultural
capabilities(religion,tradition,moralquestions).All fourkindsof donorswereactive
in all domains,andtheyhada perceivedimpacton all capabilities,althoughthere
wereanumberof interestingdifferences,includingbetweenthemoreremoteandthe
morecentralareas.A summaryoftheseresultscanbefoundin table3.
Table3 Impact on capabilitydomains:mostpronounceddifferencesbetweendonor agencies
Domain Most remotearea(Kiwawa)Leastremotearea(Nasukuta)
%
%
Natural
8ASAL: +;NGOs: - 15Gov:-
Physical
22: ; ASAL: + 8NGOs:
Human
8-; Churches:+;NGOs: -21NGOs: +
Economic
19+; : -; Churches:-Churches:-
C ltural
9 2-; Churches:+;
NGOs: -Social-political
5: NGOs: + 6ll donors:averageI
+:>1% morethanaveragefor thearea;- >1% lessthanaveragefor thearea
Workshopmemberswereaskedto choosetenprojects,whichtheyregardedasthe
bestfortheirarea(withthegreatestpositiveimpact),andtenprojects,whichtheyre-
gardedastheworstfortheirarea(withthegreatestnegativeimpact,or thelargestdif-
ferencebetweenexpectationsandoutcome).In total,theworkshopparticipantsfor
tenareasselected93 'best'projectsand 94 'worst'projects.The 'best'and 'worst'
scoresarepresentedin table4.
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Table 4; 'Best'and 'worst'projectsfor 4 typesof donorsin WestPokot, Kenya
Best
WorstBest
no.
no.%%
Government(n = 161)
1140725
ASAL (n = 1985)
202412
Churches( = 338.5)
443
NGOs ( = 141)
861
TOTAL (n = 839
939
A broadpictureemergesof thewaythepopulationfavoured'development'interven-
tionsfromoutside.This picturealsoshedslighton thefactorsinfluencing'commit-
ment','ownership'and 'empowerment'by thosefor whom the interventionsare
meant,whichareconcepts,whichhavefiguredso prominentlyin theideologiesof
developmentcooperation.In thePokotareain generalchurchesareconsideredtobe
thebest'developmentagency'andthegovernmenttheworst.'Impact',in thepercep-
tionof theparticipants,not onlymeansreachingthetargetedresultsof a projector
programme,butalsothewaytheactivitieswereinitiatedandimplemented(theproc-
ess).Bottom-upmanagedprojects,witha long-termcommitment,werevaluedmost
positively.Thesameappliesforprojectstreatingthepopulation'withrespect'.Build-
ing andmaintainingmutualtrustand long-termcommitmentwereconsideredthe
mostvaluablequalityofaid-providingagencies.In theareaunderconsideration,peace
buildingandprovidingbasicsecurityagainstviolence,includingtheviolenceof gov-
ernmentagencies,alsobecameimportantissues.With long-termcommitmentand
trustsocentraltopositivejudgements,onewondersaboutthewisdomof (some)do-
norstohavelimitedfieldpresencesandthenonlyforrestrictedperiods(withorwith-
out an 'exitstrategy').Donorsthatareon thepointof leavingareregardedas'bad',
andthisclarifiesa greatdealaboutthenot so positiveex-postattitudetowardsthe
ASALprogramme.Oneof thelessonslearnedis that,in theinitialphasesof develop-
mentprogrammes,considerablenergyshouldbe spenton understandingpeople's
behaviouranditsculturalrootsratherthanonconcentratingonthefunctioningofthe
governmentmachinery.Consequently,oneof themajorchallengesin development
cooperationandin developmentresearchis to reconcilethe'developmentfocus'and
the'culturefocus'.People'sideasabout'vulnerability','security',andeven'survival'are
not onlyrelatedtobasicslike food,shelterandprotectionfromviolence,butalsoto
issuesof identity.Theperceptionofpovertyis rootedin cultureaswell.In asocietyin
which'pastoralism'is perceivedasthepreferredwayof life (evenif onlya smallmi-
norityof thepeoplecanstill affordto live thatway)anyprojectinterventionsthat
supporttherebuildingof herdsandflocks,andthatimproveanimalhealth,accessto
water,and(improved)pasture,tendtobeseenas'good'.However,if donorsdo not
liveup to 'promises'in theseareas,peoplearequickto judgetheseinterventionsas
'useless',negligible',or 'unsustainable'.However,peoplehavealsorealisedthatthey
needadditionalsupportmechanismsforsurvivalasacommunity,andmanyinitiatives
to improvetheirhealth,educationand skills levelshavebeenhighlyappreciated.
However,theyalsorealisethateducationwithouttheprospectsof (local)employment
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is amajorthreatosocialcohesion.A largegroupof educatedpoorpeopleis already
presentin thedistrictandtheyformabasisfor a lot of social(andpoliticalandcul-
tural)instability.It is a tickingtimebomb,whichis neglectedby mostof thedevel-
opmentagents.Findingsindicatethatparentsbecomereluctant(again)to sendtheir
childrentoschool.Andpeoplegenerallydeplorethewithdrawalof 'government'from
supportingtheproductivesectorduringthe1990s.
Mbulu
In Mbuluananalysisin historicalperspectivewasmadeof thedeterioratinglivelihood
situation.Mostpartsof thedistrictarefacingincreasinglandpressurewith farmers
andpastoralistscompetingfor land,coupledwithlandlessnessandtheout-migration
of youngpeopleoccurin a numberof areas.Yieldsarestagnatingor decliningasa
resultofsoilerosionandenvironmentaldegradation.Traditionallivestocksystemsare
underthreatand a shortageof pastureland,increasedlivestockdiseases,frequent
droughtsandinadequateveterinaryservicesareall debilitatingfactors.Socialdevel-
opmentswerefavourablein the1970s,buttherewasadeclinein the1980sandthere
havebeenno recentsignsof improvement.Theenrolmentrateforprimaryeducation
droppedandschoolinfrastructureandthequalityof educationbecameincreasingly
inadequate.Healthcareservicesareunevenlyspreadoverthedistrictandthequalityof
theseservicesispoor.Safeandcleanwaterisaccessibletoonly43%of thepopulation.
Becauseofdeterioratingeconomicpossibilitiesthereis asocialcrisisamongtheyoung,
withwidespreadtheftandalcoholism.Theyouthtendtorejectfarmingandmigrateto
townswheretheyfindfewviablealternativeincomeopportunities.
In thepeople'sperception,povertyis linkedto thedegreeofharmonyin thesocial
relationshipsin thesociety.TheHadzabe(huntersandgatherers)attachno meaning
to materialpossessionsandtheyregardthegreedof theoutsideworldasa threatto
theirpotentialwealth(game)andwayof life.For theBarabaigapoorpersondoesnot
haveanycattleandthereforecannotsociallyreproducehimself.Thatmakestheper-
soninsignificantin socialterms(verycomparableto thesituationamongtheKenyan
Pokot).AmongtheIraqw,povertyrefersto a lackof foodbut it alsohasa socialdi-
mension,anddeterioratingrelations(withinthefamily,betweenneighbours,in the
community),associatedwith stagnatingfoodproduction,areperceivedas poverty.
Irrespectiveof ethnicity,people'sperceptionsof povertydifferfromthoseof thegov-
ernmentstaffanddistrictleaders.The latterperceivepovertyin economicterms,in
thelackof agriculturaloutput,foodshortagesandlow foodsecurity,andlow cash
incomes.Accordingtoall thesepoverty-relatedindicators,povertyis on theincrease.
Thisis in linewithamoreformalanalysis.
A lot of villagersattributeincreasingpovertyto thefactthatgovernmentseemsto
haverelinquishedits supervisionoveragriculturalandlivestocksectors,particularly
agriculturalextensionandveterinaryservices.Farmersandherdsmenalikestatethat
cropandcattlediseaseshaveincreasedof late,thatthemarketsituationis deteriorat-
ing,andthattheprivatesectorhasfailedtoassumethegovernment'sformerrole.Lo-
calpeoplearescepticalaboutlocalgovernance.Theynotea lackof transparencyin
developmentplanningandtheflowof financialresourcescausedby thehierarchical
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top-downprocess.Youngpeoplecomplainaboutthecorruptionof leaders,aboutthe
functioningof courtsof law,whichtheyconsiderunpredictableandoutsidetheirin-
fluenceandaboutthelackofcommunicationbetweenleadersandordinarycitizens.
'Developmentinterventions'havebeentakingplacein Mbulusinceearlycolonial
times.They form part of people'scollectivememory.The biggestand best-
rememberedinterventionsconcernedthetsetse radicationprogrammesin the1930s
and1940s,thecattlede-stockingprogrammejustafterWorldWar II andthe'villagi-
sation'campaignof themid 1970s.Theintroductionof churchesandprimaryeduca-
tionduringcolonialtimesalsohadamajorimpactonsociety.Lawi(in Chachagetal
2001)concludedthatthecommoncharacteristicof all theseinterventionswasthat
theywereundertakenunderpressurefroma foreignor localurbaneliteandthatthe
ideasonwhichtheinterventionswerebasedoftendid notmatchtherealities.From
the 1970sand 1980sonward,a newwaveof donor-steeredvillageprojectswashed
overMbulu(RIDEPs).Althoughtracesof agro-forestryarestillvisibleon theeastern
hills, in mostcasesthereis no longeranytangiblelastingimpactfromprojectslike
fisheries,hydropower,vegetablegardensandgrain-mills.Onceagain,theintervention
agencieshadno properlyfundedideason howthepopulationcouldbe 'developed',
andthelatterweremoreor lessforcedto 'participate'.Althoughsomeprofited,it still
did nothingto solvetheissueof poverty.WhentheDutch-fundedMDRDP arrived
(theMbuluDistrictRuralDevelopmentProgramme),aDanishprojectvanishedwith-
out traceandtheCatholicChurchrelocatedtheirsocialprojectsto diocesesfarther
away,with theexceptionof pastoralhelpandemergencyaid in timesof hunger.A
numberof Protestantchurcheshaverecentlymadetheirpresencefeltin Mbuludis-
trict,buttheiractivitiesremainverysmall-scale.Theonlysubstantialprojectswerethe
hospitalandhealthservicesinitiatedtheLutheranchurchconcentratedin thesouth-
ernpartof thedistrict,whiletheMDRDPmainlycoveredmorenortherlyareas.The
hospitalin Haydomis thebest-knownandmostappreciatedevelopmentinterven-
tion.
The Dutch fundedMDRDP dominatedthe developmentinterventionsin the
Mbuludistrictin the1980sand1990s.It operatedthroughtheDistrictCouncil.The
studymentionedthattheprogrammecausedfragmentationbecauseof theincreasein
activities.Improvementshavebeenmadein termsof bettersoil andwaterconserva-
tion,moreeffectivelandmanagement,higheryields,andbettervarietiesanddairy
farming.Employmentandincomesdo notseemto haveimprovedduringthe10-15
yearsstudied,norhasfoodsecurity.Coverageandoutreachaveremainedsmalland
therehavebeenno majorbreakthroughsin technologyor productionmethods.Cru-
cialfunctionsofawithdrawingstate(in thecontextofstructuraladjustmentpolicies),
werenot replacedby a well-functioningmarket.TheMDRDPhashardlydoneany-
thingto addressthedeclinein publicservices.In theareaof institutionalchanges
thereareno clearindicationsthatlocalgovernmenthasbeenstrengthenedasa result
of theMDRDP,althoughit was(until recently)themajorjustificationfor thepro-
gramme.A self-assessmenti 2000GustbeforethelOB evaluation)wasevenslightly
negativeandreferredto thedownwardaccountabilityof councillorsasbeingques-
tionable,aswellasto thelimitedparticipationin planningandthefactthatmostde-
partmentsdid not meettheircapacitybuildingtargets.The raisingof local taxes
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(basedonthematchingprincipleofDutchaidin theseprogrammes,whichmeanthat
thevolumeofaidhadtomatchCouncilinvestments)hasresultedin increasedpoverty
forcertainsegmentsofthepopulation.
Thestakeholdersinvolvedin theprogrammehavedifferentperceptionsof therole
andimpactoftheMDRDP.A distinctioncanbemadebetweentheviewsandopinions
of civilserviceemployees(HeadsofDepartments),electedCouncillors,villageleaders
andvillagers.Thedifferencesofopinionservetoclarifywhatis goingonin thedonor-
sponsoreddevelopmenteffortsin thedistrict.Governmentpersonnelandparticularly
seniordistrictstaffsharedonorviewsandfeelthatthelackof financialmeansandex-
pertisein thedistrictnecessitatesdevelopmentaid.Theysupporttheneedfor 'devel-
opmentengineering'throughformalplanningandexpertintervention.Theyaregen-
erallypositiveaboutprojectinterventionsandattributeshortcomingsmainlytodelays
in thereleaseof donorfundsandto conservativeviewsof thefarmers.In orderto
demonstratetheprogramme'ssuccesstheyreferto thescaleor increaseof activities
undertaken.Villageleaderstendto agreewith districtstaffbutareworriedaboutthe
consistencyandequityofthedistributionofactivities(theypreferanevendistribution
of thespreadof inputsastheircredibilityamongtheirsupportersdependson this).
They operateasbrokersbetweenthevillageand the outsideworld and areoften
electedbecauseoftheirknowledgeofgovernmentanddonors.Theircomplaintsrelate
to promisesthatwerenotkept,agreementshatwerenot fulfilled,anddelayscaused
bygovernmentanddonorsalike.Councillors(electedmembersof theDistrictCouncil)
alsolobbyto gainasmuchaidaspossiblefor theirconstituents.Theyprefertangible
andvisualresultslike schools,bridges,wells,clinics,andcomplainthattoo much
moneyis spenton meetings,seminarsand trainingcourses.Theyexpressconcern
aboutunilateralactionsby the donor,namelythe extremelystrict(unilateral)re-
quirementslaiddownfor planningandprogramming.Theyalsomentionshortcom-
ingson thepartof theCouncil(lackof formaleducationandexperienceanddedica-
tion of staff,andof numberof stafD.The rural population,thecategory,whichthe
MDRDPis intendedto reach,seemsto havequitedifferentexpectationsof develop-
mentprogrammesthanthe districtauthorities.Mostlytheydo not distinguishbe-
tweendonorandgovernmentinterventions(sinceaid is channelledthroughdistrict
departments)but,if theydo, theyseegovernmentpersonnelasanobstacleto anap-
propriateflowof developmentresourcesto thepopulation.Theycomplainaboutthe
mishandlingof foodaidin timesof droughtandfamine(bytheCatholicChurchand
theCouncil),andof theembezzlementoffundsandmaterials,aswellascorruptionin
general.The opinionof thepopulationcanbe illustratedby thefollowingquote:If
interventioncomesfrom thetop,it neverreachesthetargetgroup.Thegroupwaitsbutthe
thingvanishes.We getCloudsbut no Rain!The lackof transparencycreatesuspicion
anddistrustofgovernments aff,andthesuggestionis:if thedonorswanttohelpus,they
shouldgive it directlytothevillage- assucheverybodyknowshowmuchmoneyis concerned
... we mustshortencommunicationlines.In general,theyfeelthattheydo not benefit
fromtheactivitiesforwhichthedevelopmentlevyis intended,nordotheinterventions
resultin anyproductionor incomeincrease.To them,theresultofthetaxationis gov-
ernmentexploitation.
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From theseperceptionsa pictureemergesaboutthe typicaldonor-inspiredaid
architecturewherebyfundsarechannelledthroughdistrictprocedures,anddecisions
aretakenbythehigherorganisationalechelonsin spiteofprinciplesof 'participation',
'ownership'etc.whichweremeantobeattheheartof theprogrammestrategy.Par-
tiesat eachlevelhavetheirowninterestsandconstraints,andaimto maximisethe
benefitsfromthatseeminglyboundlessbasketofanonymousdonorfunds.
Conclusionsbasedon theevaluations
Althoughtheareasunderinvestigation(WestPokotandMbulu)aredifferent,andal-
thoughtheinterventionagenciesdifferedconsiderably(eventhe'rulesof thegame'
differedconsiderablybetweenDutchassistanceto thedistrictprogrammesin Kenya
andTanzania),a fewgeneralconclusionsmaybedrawnfromtheircomparison.The
evaluationmethodologyhasin bothcasesresultedin bothexpectedandunexpected
conclusions.Oneconclusionthatwassimilarforbothevaluationsconcernedthedis-
approvalby thepotentialtargetgroupsof thepovertyalleviationapproachof their
own governments.In West Pokot an avalancheof church-basedand non-church
basedNGOsbecameresponsiblefor a lot of additionaldevelopmentinitiatives,quite
separatefromgovernmentandevenfromtheDutch-sponsoredASALprogrammeini-
tiatives.Thelocalpopulationjudgedtheseinitiativesgenerallyin morepositiveterms.
Thiswasparticularlythecasefor churcheswitha long-termpresencein thearea.In
Mbulu theDutch-sponsoredMDRDPhada muchmoremonopolisticposition,and
herethechurchdevelopmentactivitieswerefewer,andtendedto steerclearof gov-
ernmentlMDRPD'strongholds'.It appearsthattheappreciationof interventionsby
localstakeholdersi oftennotin thefirstplacebasedon theseinterventionsreaching
theirpurpose(effectiveness)or on theircost-effectrelationship(efficiency) but on the
waytheintervention('theproject')wasstartedandexecuted(itsprocess).Thisempha-
sisonthestyleof interventionalsoincludesthemeasureof 'respect'paidto thetarget
groups,themeasureof flexibilityin dealingwith changingcircumstances,thelong-
termcommitmentof theinterventionagencies,andthesusceptibilityfor localinputs
in thedecision-makingprocess.In spiteof a rathergoodstakeholderappreciationof
thebigDutch-fundedprogrammes,in casethelatteradoptedthedesiredstyle,andin
spiteof the recognitionof theirefforts,theseprogrammeshavenot beenableto
achievetheirgoalof alleviatingpoverty.No appreciablechangeshaveoccurredin the
economiclivesof themajorityof thepopulation,althoughother'capitals'and'capa-
bilities'haveoftenimprovedconsiderably.The income-orientedand employment-
orientedinterventionshaveeitherbeentoolimitedin scope,or tooshort,or toosu-
perficialto haveanylastingimpact.Often,theyhaveremainedrestrictedto fighting
symptomsandhavenotreallyfocusedon theprocesses,whichreallycausedpoverty.
Investmentsin services(water,health,education,womengroupformation)did have
majorimpactsonmainlyhumanandsocial-politicalcapabilitiesof thepopulation(the
'socialsideofpoverty'),butin suchone-sidedwaysthatmajorproblemswerecreated
for thefuture.In remoteareaslike theonesstudiedin thisarticle,thepolicytheory
behindwithdrawingfromtheproductivesector,andleavingthatto theprivatesector,
is flawed.
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Programmepolicieshardlyeverresultedfromanylong-termstrategyon poverty
alleviation,or fromathoroughmonitoringandevaluationor learningprocess,or from
repeatedproblem-analysisexercises.It appearsthatlittleconcernhasbeenshownfor
understandingpoverty(andforunderstandingit in itsculturalcontext)anditscauses
andforbasingpoliciesandstrategieson thisknowledge.Theappreciated'bottom-up'
principlesin theprogrammeapproacheswereoftenoverruledby policydecisionsat
higherlevels.In WestPokottheprogrammehadto putmoreemphasison 'environ-
ment'andlesson 'productiveactivities'asa resultof donormores.In Mbuluthepro-
grammechangedfromafocusontheproductivesectorandincreasingtheincomesof
thepopulation,to a focuson theimprovementof theservicesector,andfinallyto a
focuson localgovernance.Thechangingorientations(eachwiththeirpropersectors,
priorities,criteriaandconditions)wereimposedon theprogrammein a top-down
way.Increasinglytheprogrammewassupply-driven,inspiredbydonorideology.The
majordonorassumptionin the 1990swasthatin a liberalizedeconomytheprivate
sectorwouldautomaticallytakeovertheroleof thegovernmentonthemarket.In re-
motedistrictsin EastAfricathis(killer)assumptionhasappearedto bewishfulthink-
ing. For thereasonsmentionedabove,theprogrammeshaveappearedsignificantly
irrelevantwhenit comesto solvingthepovertyin theareasconcerned,andits one-
sidedattentionfor 'services'.A lackof attentionfor employmentandincomegenera-
tioncreatesa tickingtimebombin theformof youngpeoplewho aredisillusioned,
educatedandpoor.Moreover,by continuallymakingnewdemandson economyand
governance,thesafetyvalvesinherentin theold systems(preferentialprices,social
securities,checksandbalancesin thelocalvillageadministration)werenegativelyaf-
fected,and thesearepresentlyreplacedby foreignregulations('codesof conduct,
'contracts',tenderprocedures')in thenameof goodgovernance.Theseregulations
havebeeninstitutedto enforceintegrity.However,neitherintegritynor transparency
canbeguaranteedwiththesenewregulations,andboththelocalpopulationanddo-
norsbecameincreasinglyirritatedby'corruption'.
Reflection
Previousevaluationsoftenfocusedontheprogrammesfromwithintheseprogrammes,
andon theorganizationscarryingout'developmentactivities':theirownreality,their
own language,theirownlogic.It wasthenoftenconcludedthattargetsandpurpose
hadnotbeenreached.Recommendationswereformulatedto improvetheimplemen-
tationoftheprogrammes,andtostrengthentheorganizationalcapabilities.
Topplingtheevaluationperspective,andmakingboththepovertyquestionand
thestakeholderimpactassessmentof all interventionsthepointsof departure(the
stakeholders'reality,languageandlogic)revealedfundamentalproblemsin theset-up
andin theapproachtopovertyalleviationin 'vulnerable'areasin EastAfrica.Theba-
sic problemsin poveityalleviationseemto concerntheroleof thegovernment,its
strategyandprocedures- andalsotheroleof donors,or theeffectof donor-steered
aid.Theproblematicsituationresemblestheimposed'reforms'bybureau-technocrats
of theEuropeanUnion, reformsthatarenot rootedin thesocietiesof theUnion's
countries.In severalEuropeancountriesthishascauseda lot of peopleto turntheir
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backsontheUnion,in spiteof thefactthatall is donewiththebestof intentionsand
in thenameof benefitingthatsamepublic.Thebenefactors,however,reasonfrom
withintheirown reality,language,and logic,andhavebeenaccusedof being'outof
touchwithreality',or'alienatedfromthecitizens'.
It so happensthat,giventheintroductionof morecentralisedformsof develop-
mentcooperation(SectorWideApproach,Budgetsupport,Basketfunding,etc.),the
assumptionis thatthegovernmentthatbenefitsfromthiskindofaidis capableofdis-
pensingthisaidfromcentralto'decentralised'levelsaccordingtobroadsectorpolicies
or evenbroaderPovertyReductionStrategyPapers(accompaniedbyelaborateproce-
dures).Anotherassumptionis thatthepopulationhasbeenheardandagreeswith
theseprogrammes(d 'TheVoicesof thePoor'),acknowledgestheirimportance,and
will therefore'participate'in them.
Theexperiencewithpreviousprogrammesin marginal,poor,vulnerableruralar-
eas,liketheoneswhichhavebeendiscussedin thisarticle,makesusfearthatthedo-
norsaredrawingon governmentsevenmorethanbeforeto imposeprogrammesof
alienoriginon thepopulation,withoutbeingableto grafttheseontothelivingenvi-
ronments(thereality,thelanguageandthelogic)of thepoorpopulation.For thedo-
nors,theassumptionofdealingwith'goodgovernance'countries(andplentyof funds
beingavailableto 'train'lowerlevelsofadministration)appearstobeasufficientguar-
anteeforagoodprogrammeimplementationatthoselowerlevels.Thequestion,how-
ever,is whowill beaccountableandwhowill beblamedthistimewhenit turnsout
thattheemperorscreatedbythedonors(again)have'newclothes'?
Finallywe reflecton thedifferencesandsimilaritiesbetweenthePokotandthe
Mbulu approaches.Bothtriedto 'makethepeopletalk',abouttheirperceptionsof
change(andtheirassessmentofpovertyin theirarea),andabouttheirinterpretations
of developmentinterventions(and'development'in differentdomainsof theirlives).
In Mbulufocusgroupswerethemostimportantsourceof assessment,in selectedvil-
lages,combinedwith more'distant'researchtechniques(e.g.structuredinterviews),
andtherewasagreateremphasisonkeypeople'sopinionsanddocumentanalysis.In
Pokotthethreeworkshops(withtheirmixedmethods)providedmostof theinforma-
tion,with thisstill beingintegratedin thefirsttwoworkshopswith theopinionsof
non-localcivil servantswhile,in thelastworkshops,an attemptwasmadeto be 'as
localaspossible'.Theanalysisof othersourcesof information(e.g.newspaperanaly-
sis,andstructuredinterviews)is notincludedin thispaper.An obviousandenduring
problemin bothPokotandMbuluis howto integratetheopinionsof thereallypoor
people.In Pokot-styleworkshopsandin Mbulu-stylefocusgroups,discussionstend
tobedominatedbyrelativelybetter-offparticipants,withmoreexposuretoeducation
andto 'officials'.Thesheernumberof participants,andexplicitattemptsto getbal-
ancedviews,meansanexcessive'localelite'biasisavoided.
Comparedto tperesearchactivitiesin Mbulu,theworkshopmethodin Pokotis
probablymoreableto tapintothecollectivememoryof all theparticipantsto detect
detailedinformationon morethantwodecadesof changein theareaasa whole.Of
course,thecombinationof differentypesof peoplehelps.Thereareyoungandold,
menandwomen,differentprofessions,differenteducationexperiences,differentrelig-
ionand- giventhehighquality'detectivesessions'-it is surprisinghowmuchcanbe
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uncoveredin a relativelybriefperiodof time.In Pokot,thestudycoveredthewhole
areaandnotjustasmallselectionofvillagesasin Mbulu.Timewastakentofill in the
'puzzleof recenthistory'(andcreateanatmosphereofbeing'detectivesofchangeand
interventions').However,peoplehaddifferentviewson the 'developmentinterven-
tions'appliedto thedifferentgroupsandsomegroupsdid not includethe'normal
governmentduties'('civilservantsjust beingthere,withoutprojects,areuseless').A
majorproblemin impactevaluations,theattributionproblem,wastackledin a par-
ticipatoryway,by connectingeachandeveryprojectwith theassessment-of-change
activitycarriedoutpreviouslyandbycreatingaconsistencytestbyaskingfor theten
bestandthetenworstprojectsattheendof theexercise.In Mbulu,it wasmorediffi-
cult to solvethisattributionproblem,althoughherethecombinationof a varietyof
methodscreatedmorepossibilitiesfortriangulation.
The differentbackgroundsof the two approachesareimportantfor explaining
whatcouldandwhatcouldnotbedone.TheresearchbytheUniversityofAmsterdam
in WestPokotwasundertakenin completefreedomasthestudywasfinancedusing
theuniversity'sownfunds.ThelOB studyin Tanzaniawas,however,financedby the
donorof theevaluatedprogramme,afterconsiderablenegotiationsaboutthetermsof
reference.The lOB considersitself'independent'fromtherestof theMinistry,but it
wasnothappywithsomeofthefindingsandhasomittedallcriticalremarksaboutthe
donorfromthefinalreport?This indicatesthatlearningfromlocalstakeholderas-
sessmentsi nothighon thedonoragenda.It is interestingtoseethat,atpresent,de-
velopmentNGOsare,in particular,tryingto developalternativesto top-downdonor-
drivenapproachesto evaluation,althoughon thesidelineof enforcedmonitoringand
evaluationprotocols,which- in theNetherlands- nowgotogetherwiththenewgov-
ernment-assistedco-financingprogrammesof DutchNGOs workingin Africa,Asia
andtheAmericas.It is alsointerestingtoseethatthereismoreroomforexperimenta-
tion,andmoresouth-northanduniversity-NGOcollaborationwitha viewto taking
'participatoryevaluation'seriously.An examplein the Netherlandsis the recently
started'trackinglocaldevelopment'initiativeof lCCO, Woord enDaadandPrisma,
togetherwiththeUniversityofAmsterdam,anduniversitiesandNGOsin Ghanaand
BurkinaFaso.At ahigherlevelofscale,experiencesgainedby Oxfam-NOVIBarealso
interesting(e.g.,seeWilson-Grau&: Nunez,2007).Of course,at internationallevel,
RobertChambers(e.g.,1994)stillinspiresmanycolleaguestoapplycreativesolutions
toacontinuingchallengein developments udies(e.g.,Brisolara1998,andothercon-
tributionsto thejournal 'NewDirectionsfor Evaluation')and in studiesof societal
changein general,includingin 'developed'contexts(e.g.,Haywardetal.2000).
We concludeby summarisingsomemethodologicalrecommendations,whichare
commontomanyof thesestudies,evenif theyapplythemin differentways.A basic
elementis researchersandtheirtargetgroupsshouldjointlydefinepoverty,sincepov-
ertyis no uniformconc:;ept.Researchersandtargetgroupsshouldalsoagreeon the
mainfactors,whichhavecausedor arecausingthepovertyin theresearcharea.Since
nosingleprogrammeorprojectaddressesall thefactorsthatcausepoverty,andthere-
forecannotalonebe held accountablefor changesin thepovertysituationof the
population,all theinterventionsin a particularareaareto beincludedin thestudy,
whichought,preferably,tocoveratleastten,if nottwentyormoreyears.Thehistory
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or theprocessof theinterventionshasto be studiedaswell, in relationto events
whichoccurredduringtheirimplementationandwhichdeterminedthecontextof the
interventions.Finally,representativesof targetgroupsshouldgetanimportantvoice
in reconstructing'whathappenedto them',and'whowasinvolved,withwhattypeof
intervention'.Theyshouldalsobeempoweredtojudgetheseinterventions,usingtheir
ownassessmentcriteria.Onlyanapproachlikethiswill enableresearchersandtarget
groupsto atleasttryto addressthesamereality,tryto speakthesamelanguage,and
tryto reasonwithinthesameunityof logic,or formulatedifferently:theevaluation
activitywill thenbecomeaprocessof openandtransparentnegotiationaboutvalues
ofjudgement,andaboutimpactsofactivitiesandtheirrelevance.
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